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action against defendant regardless of whether she had repressed memories of
defendant’s sexual assaults; whether § 52-577d implicated constitutionally pro-
tected conduct or property right of defendant; whether constitutional rights to
speedy trial, confrontation and against double jeopardy applied only in crimi-
nal settings.
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Toma v. Ceesay (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 902
Weaving v. Commissioner of Correction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 658

Habeas corpus; whether habeas court abused its discretion in denying petition for
certification to appeal; claim that trial counsel provided ineffective assistance
by failing to present testimony from accident reconstruction expert; claim that
prior habeas counsel rendered ineffective assistance by failing to advance claim
that trial counsel was ineffective in failing to present testimony from accident
reconstruction expert.

Williams v. Commissioner of Correction (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 902


